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1 INTRODUCTION 

Environmental Planning Specialists Inc. (“EPS”) is submitting this Semi-annual Voluntary 

Remediation Program Progress Report #4 (“Progress Report”) on behalf of Lafarge Road Marking, 

Inc. (“LRM”) for its former road painting manufacturing facility located at 2674 North Martin 

Street in East Point, Georgia (“Site”).  Figure 1 shows the location of the Site on a USGS 7.5 

minute quadrangle map.   

This Progress Report covers the period from May 1, 2016 through October 31, 2016 (“Reporting 

Period”) and is in accordance with the requirements outlined in the Georgia Environmental 

Protection Division (“EPD”) Voluntary Remediation Program (“VRP”) and the EPD Consent 

Order No. EPD-VRP-009. 

LRM submitted a VRP application to the EPD in May 2010 and then a revised application in 

August 2013 (Arcadis, 2013).  The EPD accepted the Site into the VRP through a letter dated 

August 6, 2014 and a proposed Consent Order (EPD-VRP-009).  This Consent Order, which was 

executed on August 6, 2014, superseded the previous Consent Order EPD-HW-562.  In accordance 

with Consent Order EPD-VRP-009, semi-annual progress reports have been submitted for the Site.  

The purpose of this Progress Report is to update EPD regarding the progress for this Reporting 

Period and provide the final delineation (off-site) of the groundwater condition. 

This Progress Report includes a certification by the Professional Geologist (Kirk Kessler) and 

Appendix A contains a monthly summary of hours invoiced and description of services provided. 
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2 SUMMARY OF WORK COMPLETED THIS 

PERIOD 

2.1 Introduction 

EPS conducted two episodes of well installations and subsequent groundwater sampling (for off-

site delineation) during this Reporting Period.  Previous off-site delineation activities involved 

relatively shallow wells screened in saprolite.  The updated Conceptual Site Model (“CSM”) 

presented in the third progress report (submitted in May 2016) recognized the need for additional 

delineation in the underlying partially-weathered rock (“PWR”) and fractured bedrock.  Thus, the 

third progress report proposed installation of nested wells where wells would be screened in each 

of the strata (saprolite, PWR, and bedrock).  In June 2016, EPS installed nested wells at four 

locations and submitted a summary of the results to the EPD in a letter dated August 5, 2016.  In 

this letter, EPS proposed installation of additional nested wells at three locations further afield.  

Details about concerning these two well installation events are presented in this section.  The EPD 

concurred with the well locations through various communications with EPS. 

The wells were installed using rotosonic drilling methods.  Following installation, the wells were 

sampled following the United States Environmental Protection Agency (“USEPA”) Region 4 

purging and sampling guidelines (USEPA, 2013) for groundwater.  The majority of wells were 

purged and sampled using the “low-flow/low-stress” method (also known as the micropurge 

method) using a peristaltic pump.  This method involves placing the pump intake at the center of 

the well screen and purging until water chemistry readings had stabilized.  Purging continued until 

pH and specific conductance had stabilized and turbidity had either stabilized or was below 10 

Nephelometric Turbidity Units (“NTU”).  At locations where turbidity below 10 NTU was not 

achievable, values within 10% were considered stable.  The water levels in wells that exhibited 

slow recharge (i.e., excessive drawdown) during purging were allowed (in accordance USEPA 

Guidance) were allowed to decrease more than the recommended stabilization criterion (or go dry).  

The deepening of the water table at two wells (MW-51 and MW-54) made it such that a Solinist® 

Model 408 Double Valve Submersible Pump needed to be used.  Appendix B contains the well 

sampling information.  New Teflon tubing (1/4-inch) was used at each sample location and 

equipment was decontaminated with Alconox and distilled water between wells.   

The reverse-flow/straw method was used to collect samples.  Groundwater samples were collected 

in 40 milliliter (“mL”) vials preserved with hydrochloric acid (“HCl”) and delivered to Analytical 

Environmental Services, Inc. (“AES”) in Atlanta, Georgia for analysis of Volatile Organic 

Compounds (“VOCs”) by USEPA Method 8260B.  Analytical laboratory reports are presented in 

Appendix C.  Well construction information is summarized in Table 1 and the analytical results 

for constituents that were detected are summarized in Table 2.   
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2.2 June 2016 Well Installation and Sampling 

EPS installed nested wells at four off-site locations in June 2016.  All wells were located on the 

parcels immediately north of the Site (1526 and 1562 East Forrest Avenue) as shown on Figure 2.  

The nested wells consisted wells installed within the same borehole, or two wells at locations with 

an existing shallow (saprolite) well.  A total of ten wells were installed at four locations. 

The borings were drilled by Cascade Drilling using rotosonic drilling methods, and continuous 

soil/rock cores were collected during drilling.  Appendix D provides a photo mosaic of the full set 

of cores from the MW-42/43/44 location.  Well screen diagrams are superimposed on the 

photographs to show the lithology where the wells were screened, and the interpreted interface 

between saprolite/PWR/bedrock is also indicated.   

Six-inch outside diameter rods were advanced to the top of competent bedrock and 4-inch diameter 

rods were advanced into the competent rock.  Each well is composed of a 1-inch diameter PVC 

well casing with 1-inch diameter, 0.01-inch slotted, 10-ft PVC screen.  Drilling logs with well 

construction diagrams are included as Appendix E and Table 1 contains the pertinent well 

construction information.   

All wells were completed as lockable flush-mount wells within well vaults with concrete pads.  

Additionally, the three shallow wells (TW-1, TW-2 and TW-3) installed by Arcadis in February 

2016 were also completed as lockable flush-mounted wells within concrete pads. 

On June 23, 2016, EPS sampled wells MW-39 through MW-48 and TW-1 through TW-3.  The 

wells were sampled approximately one week after the new wells were installed.  A summary of 

the results was submitted to the EPD in a letter dated August 5, 2016. 

2.3 September/October 2016 Well Installation and Sampling 

A second episode of off-site delineation was conducted in September-October, 2016, which 

involved installation of nested wells at three locations in road right-of-way areas (Figure 2).  EPS 

obtained a permit from the City of East Point to install the wells.  Two of the locations (to the north 

of the Site) were located along Milledge Street.  The third location (northeast of the Site) was 

located in the median of Norman Berry Parkway.    

The same drilling (sonic) and well installation methods were conducted as in the June 2016 event.  

A shallower depth to PWR at two of the locations necessitated installation of a shorter screen 

length (5 ft versus 10 ft) at two of the locations for the shallow (saprolite) wells.  Well construction 

information is shown in Table 1 and the well construction diagrams are included in Appendix E.  

On October 6-7, 2016 (approximately two weeks after the wells were installed), EPS sampled 

wells MW-49 through MW-57.  
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2.4 Groundwater Elevations 

On October 13, 2016, EPS collected depth to water measurements at 50 of the monitoring wells.  

The wells were selected to get lateral and vertical coverage across the Site.  Figure 3 is a well 

location map for the Site.  The depth to water and groundwater elevations are shown in Table 3.  

The groundwater flow direction and potentiometric maps are discussed in Section 3.1. 

2.5 AS/SVE/DPE Remedial System 

The Air Sparge (“AS”), Soil Vapor Extraction (“SVE”) and Dual-Phase Extraction (“DPE”) 

system was shut down on April 30, 2016.  Table 4 shows a summary of the operation of the vapor 

treatment system.  The associated laboratory data report is included in Appendix C.  The mass 

removal rate was calculated by multiplying the average influent vapor concentrations (measured 

by Method TO-15) by the flow rate.  LRM is currently evaluating the future operation of this 

system.   

2.6 Groundwater Pump-and-Treat System 

The groundwater pump-and-treat system was also shut down on July 29, 2016.  The system 

processed 1,999,143 gallons of groundwater during this Reporting Period.  Table 5 shows a 

summary of the system operation for 2016.  Despite processing that volume of water, only 182.54 

pounds of VOCs were estimated to have been removed from the groundwater during this Reporting 

Period.  The mass removal is calculated by multiplying the average influent concentrations (from 

Method 8260B) by the volume of water discharged.  Appendix F contains disposal manifests since 

September 2015.  On October 21, 2016 a letter was sent to the City of Atlanta requesting that the 

Groundwater Discharge Permit be terminated. 
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2.7 Risk Reduction Standards 

Investigations conducted since 1983 identified the presence of VOCs in soil and groundwater at 

the Site.  Risk Reduction Standards (“RRSs”) were presented in the first Semiannual Progress 

Report (Arcadis, 2015A), and were approved by the EPD in a letter dated September 3, 2015.   

Soil delineation and remediation has been completed at the Site.  The Constituents of Concern 

(“COCs”) in soil included the following:  benzene, cis-1,2-dichloroethene (“cis-DCE”), ethyl 

benzene, methylene chloride, lead, trichloroethene (“TCE”), toluene and xylene. 

The applicable RRSs for groundwater are shown in Table 6.  The list of COCs include those 

constituents detected in more than 1% of the samples above the Residential RRS (higher of Type 

1 and Type 2 RRSs).  The COCs in groundwater are as follows:  benzene, cis-DCE, ethyl benzene, 

m&p-xylene, o-xylene, tetrachloroethene (“PCE”), toluene, TCE and vinyl chloride.  The primary 

constituent groups include petroleum hydrocarbons (i.e., benzene, ethylbenzene, toluene, xylene 

(“BTEX”)), and chlorinated hydrocarbons (i.e., PCE, TCE, cis-DCE and vinyl chloride).    
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3 UPDATES TO THE CONCEPTUAL SITE 

MODEL 

3.1 Topographic Analysis and Groundwater Flow Direction  

The topographic slope (gradient) creates the hydraulic gradient, with the direction of groundwater 

flow mimicking the topography.  Valley bottoms are typically hydrologic divides.  Ground surface 

topography obtained from Fulton County’s online Geographic Information System was used to 

mathematically interpolated (Figure 4) for the local area.  Norman Berry Drive follows a 

topographic low and pitches in a southeasterly direction.  On Figure 4 the valley bottom 

(hydrologic divide) is shown in the yellow/green color.  This served as a basis for where additional 

wells were installed this year. 

Figures 5 through 7 show the potentiometric surface and groundwater flow direction for each 

geologic zone.  These figures confirm that the general groundwater flow direction is to the 

northeast from the Site with a turn to the southeast at Norman Berry Drive.  On the west side of 

the Site there is a more northerly flow component; however, overall the general direction is as 

described previously.  This general groundwater flow direction is also shown on Figure 4 along 

with the ground surface topography showing that groundwater turns at the valley bottom as 

expected. 

3.2 Environmental Condition – Cross-Sections 

Updated cross-sections are included as Figure 8 and 9.  These cross-sections include the wells 

installed this year.  
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4 GROUNDWATER DELINEATION 

4.1 Overview 

Figure 10 through Figure 18 show the delineation of the COCs in groundwater.  These figures 

show the results of monitoring wells (not remediation wells) in each of the geologic strata.  The 

values shown are the maximum value observed in January 2015 through October 2016.  Wells 

screened over multiple stata are shown on the figures for each stratum.  It is important to note that 

all strata are part of the same aquifer.  The distinctions between the strata are only shown to give 

a better understanding of the groundwater condition vertically.  The primary delineation criterion 

for the VRP program is the Type 1 RRS.  A description of the delineation of COCs in the different 

geologic zones is described below. 

4.1.1 Saprolite 

Figures 10 through 14 demonstrate that the petroleum hydrocarbons are fully delineated to the 

Type 1 RRS in all directions in saprolite.  Similarly, the chlorinated ethenes (Figures 15 through 

18) are fully delineated to the Type 1 RRS in all the directions, with the exception that TCE in the 

eastern-most location (MW-56) has a concentration (8.2 µg/L) that is slightly above the Type 1 

RRS (5 µg/L).  The TCE concentration likely diminishes to below the Type 1 RRS a relatively 

short distance down-gradient of MW-56 along Norman Berry Road.  Thus, the TCE condition is 

adequately delineated in saprolite. 

4.1.2 PWR 

Figures 10 through 14 demonstrate that the petroleum hydrocarbons are fully delineated to the 

Type 1 RRS in all directions in PWR.  Similarly, the chlorinated ethenes (Figures 15 through 18) 

are fully delineated to the Type 1 RRS in all the directions, with the exception that TCE in the 

eastern-most location (MW-57) has a concentration (21 µg/L) that is slightly above the Type 1 

RRS (5 µg/L).  TCE is adequately delineated to the east.  The TCE concentration likely diminishes 

to below the Type 1 RRS a relatively short distance down-gradient of MW-57 along Norman Berry 

Road.  Thus, the TCE condition is adequately delineated in PWR. 

4.1.3 Bedrock 

As shown on Figures 10 through 14, petroleum hydrocarbons are adequately delineated in bedrock.  

Various chlorinated ethane compound concentrations in the northern-most (MW-51) and eastern-

most (MW-57) wells exceed the Type 1 RRS.  Chlorinated ethane concentrations should be 

expected to diminish to below the Type 1 RRS further north beyond MW-51, as the land 

topography rises and the potentiometric surface map shows the groundwater flow direction turns 

abruptly to the east, mimicking the surface topography.  Chlorinated ethane concentrations should 
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also be expected to diminish to below the Type 1 RRS further east (down-gradient) beyond MW-

57, for the same reason explained above for the saprolite/PWR condition. 

LRM has undertaken significant disruption of off-site property owners and expense to install these 

off-site delineation.   

The VRP Act recognized that rigid adherence to the delineation criteria may not be achievable or 

warranted, allowing for technically impracticability as a consideration, as described in 12-8-

108(9): 

Technical impracticability.  Site delineation or remediation beyond the point of technical 

impracticability shall not be required if the site does not otherwise pose an imminent or 

substantial danger to human health and the environment. 

where the definition is described in 12-8-102(b)(15) as follows: 

’Technical impracticability’ means the inability to fully delineate or remediate 

contamination without incremental expenditures disproportionate to the incremental 

benefit. 

The example described in the VRP Act is precisely the condition encountered at LRM.  Further 

support for this position is that there are no drinking water wells in the vicinity (Arcadis, 2015B).  

Furthermore, Fulton County Ordinance 34-112(c) requires that residences and businesses connect 

to public water where available, and public water is readily available in the vicinity of the Site.   

4.1.4 Vertical Delineation 

Deep well MW-25 (screened from 190-200 ft) provides vertical delineation for the Site, as 

discussed in previous reports. 
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5 FUTURE WORK 

During the next Reporting Period LRM intends to do the following: 

1) Sample selected monitoring wells to assess the groundwater condition after cessation of 

the remediation systems; and  

2) Develop and present the final CSM and remediation plan. 
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Soil Core Photos 
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Well Construction Diagrams 

  

















100

95

90

85

80

75

70

65

60

55

50

45

40

35

30

25

20

15

10

5

0 0

0

0

0

0

0

0

0
0

0

0

0

0

0
0

Red/brown sand w/ gravel

Red silty sand, fine

Red/brown silty sand w/ some gravel
Gray, white silty sand w/ some gravel

Gray fine-grain saprolite

Brown saprolite w/ some fines

Gray saprolite w/ micaceous clay
Gray weathered rock
Gray clayey saprolite

Gray weathered rock w/ appreciable fines
Gray, brown weathered rock w/ micaceous 

clay
No recovery

Gray, white, black gneiss, evidence of 
fracturing, iron staining @ ~36 ft-bgs

Gray, white gneiss (granite, quartz), 
evidence of fracturing

Gray, white gneiss (granite, quartz), 
evidence of fracturing, iron staining from 

53-56 ft-bgs

Gray, white gneiss (granite, quartz)
White, light gray, olive green gneiss
Dark gray, white gneiss, evidence of 

fracturing

Flush mount well vault

MW-55, MW-56, and MW-57 
constructed with 3 separate 1", 
0.01-inch slotted PVC wells 
within one borehole.

MW-55: Screen = 7-17 ft

MW-55 TOC elevation: 
1003.25 ft.

MW-56: Screen = 25-35 ft

MW-56 TOC elevation: 
1003.254 ft.

6" borehole from 0-35 ft bgs.

4" borehole from 35-70 ft bgs.

MW-57: Screen = 59-69 ft

MW-57 TOC elevation: 
1003.252 ft.

LRM: Off-Site Delineation

East Point, GA

Cascade Drilling

Rotosonic

Sonic 10-00288

Sample Sleeves

9/19/2016 9/20/2016

70 See Below

See BelowNM

Joe Terry

D
E

P
TH

(fe
et

)

SAMPLES

S
am

pl
e

N
o. Location P

ID
R

ea
di

ng DESCRIPTION

Ground Surface Elevation (ft):  

WELL CONSTRUCTION
DETAILS AND/OR

DRILLING REMARKS

SITE LOCATION:

DRILLING CONTRACTOR:

DRILLING METHOD:

DRILLING EQUIPMENT:

SAMPLING METHOD:

Log of Boring No. 

TOP OF CASING ELEVATION (ft):

DATE STARTED: DATE FINISHED:

TOTAL DEPTH (ft.): SCREEN INTERVAL (ft.):

DEPTH TO WATER AT TIME
OF BORING (ft.):

CASING (ft.):

LOGGED BY:

MW-55/MW-56/MW-57
PROJECT:

N/A

See Below

BOREHOLE 
DIAMETER (In.):

WELL 
DIAMETER (In.):See Below 1



 

 

 

APPENDIX F 

Treatment System Disposal Manifests 

 


















	Tables.pdf
	Table1
	Table2
	Table3
	Table4
	Table5
	Table6

	Figures.pdf
	Figures
	Fig1_Location
	Fig2_New Well Loc
	Fig3_Wells
	Fig4_Topo local
	Fig5_POT_Saprolite
	Fig6_POT_PWR
	Fig7_POT_Rock
	Fig8_AA
	Fig9_BB

	Binder1
	Fig10_Delin_Benzene
	Fig11_Delin_EthylBenzene
	Fig12_Delin_Toluene
	Fig13_Delin_mpXylene
	Fig14_Delin_oXylene
	Fig15_Delin_PCE
	Fig16_Delin_TCE
	Fig17_Delin_cisDCE
	Fig18_Delin_VC


	Appendix B_Sampling Forms.pdf
	Well Sampling Forms 6-23-16
	LRM GW Sampling Field Logs_October2016

	Appendix C_Lab Data.pdf
	1603S12_REPORT_Vapor
	1606O83_REPORT_June GW
	1610725_REPORT_Oct GW

	Appendix E_Well Logs.pdf
	MW39_MW40_MW41
	MW42
	MW43_MW44
	MW45_MW46
	MW47_MW48
	MW49_MW50_MW51
	MW52_MW53_MW54
	MW55_MW56_MW57

	Appendix F_Manifests.pdf
	2016-07-11_Semi-Annual Waste Disposal Report_July 2016
	2016 July Waste Disposal Cover Letter
	2016_05_19_Manifest
	SGA5P0116052008400
	SGA5P0116052008410

	cropped_20160629_103129_resized

	Complete 2016 January Waste Disposal Cover Letter




